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MEMORANDUM FOR: L/DC1/IC
V1A: AD/DCU/IC
SUBJECT: The Wohlstetter Article and Reference:

Memo for D/SR fr |
Same Subject, dtd 10 Jul 74

1. You will recall that| lxggested. with

|concurrencs, that] |>f the

"1CS/Program Review Group'' develop a 'more extensive backgroind
critique of Wohlstetter's argument’' concerning intelligence
perceptions of the US/3oviet strategic balance.

2. I am attracted by this notion, i.e., the notion thatl

undertake such a critique. He is obviously well qualified to d
(asIamnot). [ |bowever has very mixed feelings. He is
certainly interested in the subject but fears that he will become
involved in a long and arduous ressarch task.

3. 1 think the reason the idea appeals to me is that 1D,
Mthl:lis well equipped to produce an intere ating paper on a
highlv important {and very controversial) subject. And I thi:k

is probably right when he says that the questions reised i.;

Wohlstetter are likely to reappear in coming weeks and months.

I have asked :lto laak into this matter further, at least to thi
extent of determining just how time-consuming such a project wouid
be. That is where we stand at this moment.

AC/PRD

Attachment
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10 July 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Strategic Research
i
SUBJECT : DCI Letter to Mr. Rielly on
Wohlstetter Article

1. Attached is a draft letter for the DCI
responding to Mr. Rielly's inquiry about Albert
Wohlstetter's article in Foreign Policy on in-
telligence and the arms race. Also attached are
two graphs displaying actual Soviet ICBM deploy-
ments and several projections made during the
mid- and late 1960s in the NIPP and other official
issuances.

2. The record bears out Wohlstetter's point
as far as it goes: During the last decade the US
did substantially underestimate future Soviet ICBM
deployments and did so pretty consistently. But
the full record is more complicated. While under-
estimating total deployments, I think the record
will show that we tended to be high on the pace
at which the Soviets would bring in improved
offensive technology, such as better missile mods,
and deploy ABM defenses. The ABM projections par-
ticularly appeared to play an important role in
spurring US -MIRV programs as well as encouraging the
US to seek negotiated limitations on ABM. 1In a
sense, then, these-.projecticons may be seen to
have both encouraged arms competition and arms
control. The record is, in short, even more
complicated than Wohlstetter makes out.

3. This draft is offered now because the
Rielly letter deserves a prompt reply. It might
be advisable, however, to prepare a more extensive
background critique of Wohlstetter's argument be-

y
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cause it may reappear in coming weeks and months,
for example, in DCI teStimony before Congress. We
are too booked to undertake such a review just now.
But | lsuggested in a conversation yes-
terday that] ]of the
ICS/Program Review Group could do a very useful
job. And we could help out as the need arose.

Such a review ¢ould also help support major a
history of the strategic arms race that I've

heard has been proposed by 0SD. o
AChler
SEC/OSR
Attachments:
As Stated

O/ Qd/ax‘/

/-Sge, (Lhte70
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Mr. John F. Riellv!

The Chicago Council on Foreign Relations
116 Socuth Michigan Avenue

Chicago, Illinois 60603

Dear John:
[

I very much appreciated the opportunity to
address the Chicago Council on Foreign Relatiors
and look forward to such cccasions with your
organization and others like it in the future.

I have read Professor Wohlstetter's article
in Foreign Policy and@ feound it stimulating and
provocative. He is certainly right in saying
that the projection of foreign militaryv forces
years into the future is "a hard line of work."
He is essentially correct in his finding that
official intelligence, as reflected in Defense
Posture Statements, tended during the 1260s to
underestimate the future deployment of Soviet
ICBM forces. This phenomenon illustrates that
strategic arms competition, and the intelligencea
problems related to it, are much more complex
than frequently assumed in public discussions.
But by focusing almost exclusively on estimates
of Soviet offensive systems deployments, Pro-
fessor Wohlstettar himself somewhat oversimplified
the historical record of intelligence projectiorns
in the last decade. The broader context includes
pProjections of weapons technology, i.e., quali-
tative factors as well as numbers of launchers
deploved, and defensive systems, such as ABM,
as well as offensive weapons.

In this broader context, the record of
intelligence projections is mixed, but shows
more balance between under and overestimation
than Professor Wohlstetter'sg article sugrests.

Sincerely,

¥« Z. Colby
Director

UNCLASSIFIED
Approved For Release 2004/03/23 : CIA-RDP80M01082A000900100002-4
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DCI1/IC 74-103
1 July 1974

MEMORANDUM FCOR: Lirector of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT : Wohlstetter Article in FOREIGN PULICY

1. 1dea't know how your NIOs are going to answer to the
Wohlstetter article. In niy view, his criticisms should be taken
Yory seriously. A case can be made that the projections in natigal
and Pentagon estimates can appesr either too low or too high depund-
ing on how the data is selacted. Fick the right estimates and the righ:
aumber of years in the forecasts and you can ''prove’ that ¢stima:es
erred on the high side. With arguments based on selected data, -hen,
you can contest Wahlstetter. However, an objective observer would
in my view still have to accept his thesis as gemerally correct -- the

accusation of chrogic overestimates by the Fentagon is more polimic s

than factual.

3. Wohistetter dooan't know it, but even the case against tle
military for creating the 'missile gap'’ is a dublious ome. You will
probably recall that in my article in ABMY magazine on estimati;

1 did not challenge the conventionsl wisdom that the Fentagosn crested
the "missile gap. " I accepled that stipulation to avaid a querrel with
my resders too early in sy paper and to aveid classificetion protlem
The missile gap was in fact the difference between the CIA's estiy-zte:
and the truth. The "trulh'” was represented by the Army and Hav.
footnete position that there were ' few, if any, " Soviet IC BMis depioye.

The CIA position (ONE pesition, really) was midway betweaa the .‘rm; .

Navy figures and those of the Air Force. What people beliaved ware
the CIA figures. If you can accept the notiom that the Army and Nivy
represent two-thirds of the Pentagon (the Air Force representiag the
other one-third), the railitary was mostly right while CIA was quice
wrong. To be fair, I should add that the J-2 -- an Alr Force Gensral
also sided with Air Fores.

3. Where Wohlstetter misses the boat from time to time is in
his fallure to understand some of the reasons for bad projections.
After the Community haé gotten over the missile gap symdrome it

-
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tended to look for rativsales that weuld preveat another gross orar-

estimate. In the mid-60's, the Sovists had essentially stopped

@W:&dswwh’nmem-o{me&wa
sumerical advantage. In those days, thes, :he oniy

legical Soviet force level that anyone could prognosticaie +as nuer: .
squality with the US (besed om pelitical uwrges), or a miatmoem deterys 1

of some 350 ICBMs plus S1L.BMs and bombers.

4. As it turned cut, this bracket was too low for the actusi
deployment patterns of ICBMis. A couple of factors haca't been jroy::
in. Leng before we di¢, the Soviets recognized a need for ICBM:
directed against Chins (or at least ICBMs useabls in sfther or bithk
directions). Also, we did not expect that the Soviets would replice
lesser range missiles directed at Europe with ICEMs that could FCR
if necessary, to North America. (In fact, in the sixties we wert
censistently predicting the advent of new intermediate snd mediy-
range missiles. }

5. This raticnale and a msnber of others are better explasia-~
tions for the low esthustes made by the Commusity froea about 1764
to 1970 than those put forward by Wohlstetter. However, tze fac:
remains that neither national estimates nor the estimates of the
Peatagon were "consistently high. ' The reverse is true, as
Woklatetier indicataes.

SIGNED,

Daniel O. Grabhem
Lieutenant Ceneral, USA
D/DCL/IC

cc: D/DCI/NIC
Directaor/DIA
Director/1&R /State

DCI1/IC:DOG:ibm
Distribution:
O « Addressee
}F - DDCI
l1-ER
@T - IC Registry
1 - DOG chrono
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Dean BilL: B -

On behaly of the Chicago Council on Foreign Relfations cid
the Chicage Committee, T want fo thank you for your appearscce.
Ain Chicago Lasxt week. It was one of the best meetings we have
had all year. We had a very enthusiastic nesponse £a Lt.

If you don't mind, I may tohe the Liberty of suggesting Zo

several of my colleagues who aun piivate foreign policy

anstilutes around the countrny that they might want to extend

an nvitation Lo you over the cowrse of the next year. You

could do- this in a Limited way and you can be sure thet they

will take good care of vou. o

I would appreciate recelving from you any evaluation that your
colleagues may do of the WohLstettern piece in the cwhrent issue -
(No. 15) of FOREIGN POLICY Quarterly. 1 will alao heep in mind
your suggestion aboul having a careern intelligence off<ciak
spend a year Ain Chicago.

Do Zet me know 4§ you get out this way often.
Best wishes. |

Sincenely youwrs,
Fofin” E. Réelly

n —

-
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IS THEREK
A STRATEGIC
ARMS RACE?

by Albert Wohlstettéc

l?or a notion so central to contemporary
debate on arms policy, the phrase “strategic
arms race” remains remarkably unclear.
When we talk of “arms’ are we referring to
the toral budyet spent on strategic forces?
The number of strategic vehicles or launch-
ers? The number of weapons? The total ex-
plosive encrgy that could be released by all
the strategic weapons? The aggregate des-
tructive arca of these weapons? Or are we
concerned with qualitative change—that is
alterations m unit performance characteris-
tics—the speced of an aircraft or missile, its
accuracy, the blast resistance of its silo, the
concealability of its launch point, the scale
and sharpness of optical photos or other sens-
ing devices, the controllability of a weapon
and its resistance to accidental or unauthon-
zed use? When we talk of a "'race’” whar do
we imply about the rate at which the race is
run, about the ostensible goal of the contest,
about how the “race” is generated, about the
nature of the interaction among strategic ad-
versaries?

Arms race theorists are charged with an
urgent message. Bur what is it? Not merely
that a govermment constructing an armed
force has in mind the possibility of conflict.

That will startle no one. To build a national .

defense is ta recognize serious differences,
potentially incompatible goals of possible ad-
versaries. Militacy forces then are at least par-
tially competitive: What one side does,
whether to defend itself or to iniriate attack
or to threaten attack or response, may be at
the partial expense of another side. (Weap-

[ drow on a forthcoming book by Albert Wohlsivtter,
Duvid M Gureey. Fred Hottman, and Amoretta Hoeber.
1 anr yreatly (indebicd to my co-authors,

3.
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ons are not by nature altogether friendly.)
This means in turn that sonze connection is
only to be expected between what one side
does and the kind and probable size of a po-
tential opponent’s Jorce. ’

Arms race doctrines plainly want to say
much more than these simple truths. They
suggest that the competition results from ex-
aggerated fears and estimates of opposing
threats, and therefore is pot merely, or even
mainly, instrumental to the partially opposed
objectives of each side. The competition
tahes on an explosive lifc of its own that may
frustrate the objectives of both. Explosive in
two senses: (1) it leads to “accelerating™ (or
“exponential” or “spiralling” or ‘‘uncon-
trolled” or ““unlimited” or ""unbridled” or
“infinite”") increases in budgets and force
sizes: (2) it leads inevitably to war, or at any
rate makes war much more likely.

Such doctrines strongly resemble views
that were widespread among statesmen like
Lord Grey between the two world wars.
dLewis Richardson put these views into his
famous equations relating the rate of increase
in defense budgets on one side to the level of
spending on the other. Since Sputnik, how-
ever, theorists of an explosive quantitative
race have added some perverse twists: They
regard an ability to attack cities as relatively
benign, locate the source of the race especially
in efforts to defend civilians. and destroy
offensive military forces, and typically see
the force driving the quantitative spiral to be
qualitative military change, in particular, im-
proved technologies for destroying weapons,
whether in place or already on their way to
target. A major innovation .announces a
“new round” in thie arms race, another turn
in the irreversible “ratchet” of increased
budgets, leading to “‘new levels of nuclear
overkill™ and leaving both sides inevitably
worse off than before.

Now in protecting one’s own indepen-
dence or that of one’s allies or in preserving a
coalition or even a relation of dependency,
almost anyone would want to reduce the
chance that there will be an actual war: and

£,
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Wohlstetter

if the war should oconr, mo»i of us would
like it to destroy as lirtle as possible More-
over, we want to buy safeiy and indepen-
dence as cheaply as we can. Such considera-
tions affect unilateral nationa: decisions on
defense as well as on arms negonations with
potential adversaries. And negotiations with
adversaries are more likely to comjiea s
usefully the necessary procses of nafv.nsl
decision-making, if they are u5ed on an ob-
Jective appraisal of what has been the actual,
historical—rather thar a hvpothetical and
legendary—competitior: betveecn the adver-
saries and on an unprejudiced assessment of
the net advantage or disadverrage in any
proposed quantitative or qualitative change.

Theories of the strategic weapons race,
however, are blunt instrumenis in weapons
debate; not tools of analysic and appraisal
so much as words wildly aimed to counter
some equally misleadiny slogans by propo-
nents of increased budgets. “When precise
enough to be wrong, they are massively in
error. Far from illuminating cianges in the
strategic forces on both sides. . 1d so aiding .
thoughtful national choice or sgreement with
adversaries, they cry panic. They also blind
us to what should have been chvious to an
unprejudiced eye:

(1) That in spite of the myth of invari-

able U.S. overestimatiat, we ‘s;,stematxca“y

uaderestimated the nutber of vebicles the
Russians would deploy for period that
dwarfs the three years or so whwn we expect-
ed a “missile gap.” The myth of invariable
overestimation grew with the %t of under-
estimation and has lasted unti! now.

(2) That U.S. strategic budrpets and t%JAT
destructiveness of U.S. sitateg:c forces have
. been going down. not up. U % strategic

budgers have declined oarly 2<ponentially |
from the high plateau of 195¢.1961].

(3} That the net theuse of 1 ajoc quali-
tative change in the strateyic field has been to
redeploy and cut zather than t9 increase re-
sources devoted to the strategic force: to in-
crease political control of the fer: to reduce
its vulnerability: and thersfore v'so o reduce

5.
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instabilities that could lead to nuclear war.

Almost the exact reverse of the stereodype.

This ficst of two installments treats the
ambiguities of theories of strategic arms in-
teraction, and tests one major feature of the
presumed dynamics of that interaction—the
claim of invariable U.S. overestimation—by
confronting it with 51 mewly declassified
U.S. predictions of the number of missiles
and bombers that the Soviets would deploy.

Strategic Arms Race: Metaphor Or Model?

A survey of the literature indicates that
the principal view since Sputnik presumes
accelerated  spending  on  strategic  offense
and defense, but especially on new arma-
ments. The spending bas an  ostensible
goal of increased safety but, ironically, an
increasingly probable end in war. In fact,
an excessive concern for safety is supposed to
be the root of the trouble.!

Uncertainties are intrinsic. But as the the-
ory goes. they especially affect any U.S. at-
tempt, in case deterrence fails, to take out
insurance by active or passive defense against
weapons launched at our cities, or by a capa-
bility to destroy adversary nulitary weapons
before they are launched. Uncertainties are
much smaller for retaliation against a small
number of unprotected population centers,
which are not only casy to destroy but are
also stationary, fixed in number, or change
only very slowly.® The uncertainties in at-
tacks on weapons are very large. even in esti-
mating how many weapons an adversary
will deploy. “Invariably”™ U.S- planners re-
solve these uncertainties by playing safe,
assuming ‘the worst case’” and building up
to take care of thar. But this forces the Soviet
Union to do the same. and so on, "It is the
United States that has invariably set the rate
and scale for most of the individual steps in

P York, Race to Oblivien, p 237 Lupp. Arms Beyond
Doubt. passem: Lipton und Radbera, “The Miswsile
Ruace—T1ha Contest with Ourselues” tn The Pentagon
Watchers, pp. 299-3400.

PO Kistivkowshu and Rathpens, “The Limitations of
Steategic Arms,”” Scwentfic Awcrican. Junuary 1970,

6.
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the strategic arms race.”” (A view quite close
to that of revistonist historsans.)

In the writings of almost any sroponent
of the current doctrine, ambiguitizs and in-
consistencies abound as to just what s accel-
crating. As for how the acceleratior and it
disastrous consequence are gen:crated, the
vagueness and unclarities loom even larger.

Take the disastrous consequen.es of the
spiral. The mechanism that is supposed to
lead from spiralling arms to war :s s unclear
in contemporary doctrine as 1t was in Rich-
ardson’s.. Some cighteenth century writers.
such as Immanuel Kant, beld that nations
undertook wars of aggression to cscape the
financial burden of maintaining & standing
army. It is hard, however, o take that seri-
ously as a motive for starting World War
[Il. with its enormous potentiai costs in
blood and treasure. (It is hard to take it
seriously as a motive for starting World War
I or World War 11.) Arother slternatve
suggested by contemporary theonsts of the
strategic arms race refers simply 5 the in-
creased tension that comes with rising arms
expenditures. Once again, [ know of no con-
vincing elaboration of such a vieww Nor does
the chance of “‘accidental” war :is: propor-
tionately with spending on arms. T hat de-
pends, for example, on arrangem:nts for a
responsible, protected command arn.d control,
and for vehicles so protected that they need
not be launched while signals of an attack
are still substantially uncertain. Improving
such arrangements costs maney. In /act many
of the most reckless strategies, ..lling for
launch-on-warning and the like. have been
proposed by advocates of nuclear forces re-
-duced in cost and sizc to very small numbers.

But whatever disasters might follow a
quantitative spiral, the spiral itsel! weuld be
undesirable. A spiralling drain on resourdes

would be no laughing matter. Sums race
doctrines, however, offer little mor: than
metaphor about the process of armi dectsion.
To go beyond metaphor we need modeis e
flecting several aspects of replity wsualiy oo

- . : T,
ted in theorics of a self-eaclosed. spiraiiss

7.
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interaction between development and pro-
curement chotees on the two sides.

First, a realistic model would reflect the
fact that the multiple objectives of pdten-
tially opposed governments may include
more than simply an interest in defending
their own territorial boundaries without any
encroachment on or defense of the indepen-
dence of other nations. And decisions on ar-
mantents will respond to political acts out-
stde of the cycle of weapons innovation and
expansion. The arms decisions of the two
supcrpowecers cannot be tahen sunply as un-
{ortunate cases of reciprocal fatlure by both
superpowers to sce that all their important
tnterests are held in common. They are not.

Second, a model. as distinet from a meta-
phor, would reflect institutional forces with-
in each country that shape its response—if
any—to changes tn another country’s mili-
tary posture: or to political acts. As several
close students of this process have stressed,
when we consider the actual institutions and
operative doctrines of those who affect weap-
ons decisions of both superpowers. we find
the interactions to be not explosive but
“muflled, lagged and very complex,”

Third. such a model would note that gov-
ernmental decisions on strategic arms are
constrained both by their resource limits at
any given time and by the fact that the gov-
ernment has many civilian as well as mili-
tary objectives besides those of the strategic
force. This forces trade-offs among differing
objectives. This obvious point has impor-
tant implications for the supposed exponen-
tial process, but it tends to get lost.

To illustrate this neglect, ene might take
a classic early source for Minimum Deter-
rence and strategic arms race doctrine: The
National Planning Association (NPA) study
1970 Without Arms Control 119581, The
authors observed that no more than 200
warheads would be needed to destroy “‘a
large nation-state™ (t.e., its major popula-
tion centers). But a “counteroffensive,” mu-
tually pursued, must accelerate. This reason-
ing. now standard, is nonctheless bizarre.

8.

Yowlaierter

Non-nuclear forces that coule: be grestly ex-
panded have long been acquired to 1:31 with
opposing expandable non<nuclepr forees.
And no one so far has held that oniv 2iming
them exclusively at a fixed number of civil-
ians can avoid a spiral.

The authors of the study. howzvar, sup-
posed that 50.000 to 60,000 Sovi:: nussiles
would be needed to destroy 4.000 Western
launchers, which in turn might d-ve the

- West to build a half million missibes to de-

stroy the Soviet ones. which in wn. .
Half a million missiles would indeed have
been horrendous: at the going prie per miis-
sile, the cost would have exceeded “ur GNP.
But of course even though vach government
were to aim at reducing the harm dene to its
civil socicty in the event of war. that would
not be its only aim and it would b willing
to sacrifice only so much of its other aums for
that one purpose. Long before the NP was
exhausted in the effort. the opportunity
costs of a decision to expand tne missile
stockpile would scem excessive.

The point has many implicatians for the
current arms race doctrines. One concerns the
stereotype that an overestimate ¢f an adver-
sary threat gencrates an accelerating increase
on one’s own side. Why should sins be so?
If an aim is miade extremely cos'ly by ex-
pected adversary moves, be:ause 11 threat is
large and the advantage all on the other side,
the game may not be worth the - zndle. This
was McNamara's chief argament 12ainst un-
dertaking a thick ABM defense. “he larger
the threat, the more futtle response may
seem. Inflated theeats then can dscourage re-
sponse rather than stimulate it. 31 the other
hand, in the past understatements of adver-
sary capabilitics have sometimes jastified am-
bitious programs that might hzve looked
futile if more accurate ¢stimates had been
made. This was the case in the eazly 1950's
with the Lincoln Summer Stud - ~stimates of

“the significance of 1CBM and fusion technol-

ogy. Depending on trade-offs vitir other
aims, overestimates or uaderestirrares nught
discourage or stimulate a respense. One side

9.
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anticipating a major program by the other
might give up action of its own. And if it
anticipates inaction by its adversary, it may

itself be rempted to act. )
In short, we can have both action-inaction
and inaction-reaction sequences. But  the

phirase “action-reaction” has an aura of me-
chanical inevitability. Like Newton's Third
Law: For Every Action T'here Is An Equal
And Opposite Reaction. Only here, since the
mechanism is explosive, it seems the law is
supposed to read: For Every Action There
Is An Opposing Greater-Than-Equal Reac-
tion. If on the other hand the term “reac-
tion” is understood broadly enough, as
sometimes scems the case. to include re-
sponses that decrease budgets or hold them
the same, rather than only to increase them,
the action-reaction phenomenon is simply a
portentous tautology,

Invariable overestimation then need not
lead to the spiral. Nonetheless, it is important
to ask whether the U S, governmiment has in

”[nct systematically overestimated Soviet mis-

\

ZI{sile and bomber deployments: an assertion
ceatral to the dogma ot a sprral driven by ex-
aggerated estimates and mMistaken Tear.

// U.S. Predictions And Soviet Realities

/ The “missile gap,” as is well known. was

a brief period in which the Sovicts were ex-
pected to but did not start their 1CBM de-
ployment more rapidly than we. Indeed, the
trauma of discovering the error formed the
basis of many of McNamara's generaliza-
tions about our tendency to respond to anti-
cipated {arger threats rather than to what
the Soviets actually turned out to do. The
gap has also gencrated a substantial confes-
sional literature on the part of current pro-
ponents of the doctrine of an explosive arms
race about their own role in creating the
myth of the missile gap, and a substantial
academic industry in doctoral theses and ar-
ticles explaining this particular overestimare
~and the supposedly general and plainly evil
habir of overestimating. A few comments,
therefore, are in order on the missile gap be-

e Approved For Release 2004/03/23 : CIA-RDP80M01082A000900100002-4

Woshisterter

fore making a broader tst of i habit.3

First, the "missile gap” was 13 1CBM ra-
ther than a missile gap. During tiw same peri-
od we regularly and greatly uai:-estimated
the number of intermediate ars medium
range ballistic missile (IR/MRBMN . launchers
that the Russians would deplcy For ex-
ample, our underestimate of the ~umber of
IR and RIRBM launchers that tie Russians
would deploy by 1963 roughl: >ffset our
overestimate of the number of < 8\M's they
would deploy. In short, we reversed the
prioritics the Russians assigned 13 getting
capabilities against the Europear s distinct
from the North American part of NATO.
This picce of ethnocentrism on cur part was
characteristic. We also greatiy uncerestimated
Soviet aircraft systems directed primarily at
Lurope rather than at ourselves.

Second, predicting the sive and exact mix-
ture of a potential adversary's weapon de-
ployments several years hence is 1 hard line
of work. It is intrinsically uncertain, revers-
tble by the adversary himself beiween the

time of prediction and the actual denlev ment. -

Morcover, an adversary miay want his op-
ponent to estimate wrongly, eicher up or
down. In the specific case of the missile gap,
Khrushchev did what he could to make the
United States and the rest of the worid be-
lieve that the Soviets had a larger in:tial pro-
gram of ICBM's than they actuall- had: and
he succeeded.

Whatever the source and naturc of our
misestimation, it helped generate thic belief
that we invariably expect the Russian pro-
grams to be larger than they turn ¢t to be.
that we compound this overestimat: by de-
liberately designing our pragrams to meer a
Russian threat that is greater even than the
one we expect. and then, when the Russian
threat turns out to be less rather thar greater
than expected, the damage is done  iae over-
large U.S. force is alrcady a reali'y or irre-
versibly committed.

1 um on record, before and after Sputnie as huving
steadily oppased evaluating force efiectivems:s on the
busis of bomber or missile qaps.
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1t is a good idea, then, to subject Lo sys- . - ';‘ T ¢
“rematic test this claim of regular overestima- ~ -
o :
tion. lts nearly wniversal acceptance has s 2 pann
H [T v 3 -
emvrged from constant repetition of tags like = Z|: -
. . v oo g0 I
we are racing ourselves,” ' rather than from ; Z gl o "
. . . . A o w2t " E
any nunerical comparison of estimates with - -/’ 4 ®
. - ) pe a Az
reality. Figures 1-3 illustrate and Tables | s 813 -
and 2 sum up the results of a scarch of the - g o aeab :
Secretary of Defense’s annual Posture State- o 9 § gl 7
. . =S} | *
wents from 1962 1o 1972 for all long-term = g™ Mner 4 Oosteammens
.o . . . .. 2 81¢ Dreduted bs the U S B
predictions of Soviet strategic missife and S Ul } S
i . o) sosn i -
bomber deployments, and a tomparison of & <l 3z b Prdriun Caw -
. — — Wi Mo =
them with what the Russians actually de- 2 g O ol e 3
= £
ployed by mid-1972, the last date referred 5 3
. . = . R i
to in the predictions that could then be O & oy By e I
checked. T use the Posture Statements rather b4 . ot /
: : 2 : H
than Intelligence: first because the Secretary 52 ok & ;
. . . . 2 - 404 & x
made quite precise predictions: second be- Sz _‘é H &
. . i) "
cause he assured ns that the high end of his ~E g ;
. — % R P
range was bigher than the highest in the na- =15 -
tional intelligence cstimates; and third be- ~ g Z e
o . " 519 o
cause be used his forecasts directly to support wio | E : :
= Ul &8 amf 3
defense programs, and so they are more rel- 3 S| ,
evant to arms interactions. N DA - }me.ﬂ e i
oy~ . [ 75 T [} Dase Prudutuns Y Predwind <y ee U S
I'be fiest theee chacts, Figures 1A to 1€, S5 215 e Made y N : ,
.. - . 4 = rd ¥ R
compare some U.S. predictions of Soviet e T ol - P
. b : o - vo¥ 12 v
1R launchers to be deployed with the ac- g 2|5 5 ;
tuality as estimated after the fact. The verti- 2 g a0
. . 3
cal arrows show when the prediction was G g . o
. ~- = q PO 9 g 7t 1y -
made {e.g.. February 1962 in Figure [A). _ prez ey o3 63 oor o7 2 P
g - . . . o 1600 - -
1'he dashed line or lines indicate the range 4 = / 1 .
. . (S 3 -8
from bigh to low of what was predicted. P TN . / y T
- . w &l e
(In Figure 1A, a high of 650 and a low of 2 = e e weo 2z
. . > g L i Tia e Z
350, by mid-1967, five-and-a-half years 232 1200 W Made SRR s
. B . . i 7 BwUS i
later.) Later forecasts usually included (as in = gz : >~ %
“ . 5 QN :1i) i d R
Figure 1B) a high and a low for more than < 218 3 -2
(o T 4 d’a >
yay . . .- F. >
one year. This is shown in the shaded por- S 218 b 5 . %
. e .. g . . L ool < 1 &
tion. The steeply rising solid line, which 1s 2213 s T
the same in all the charts, shows the number O z|3F s N %;
. - - £ -
the Russians actually completed, as estimated — 212 3 %
s | .
after the fact. 2 ulg ™
- . . . == )
Thougly the claim about invariable over- &gt © ol i
. . . . u4 an t‘
estimation posits that at least the middle of 3 Es
the range between Ingh and low always ex- = e o f
Yo apran and Redboed opood o p. 303 Wiesner, Prediciions exclude short-teen? estimates that « o {im-
ABM: Yes or Noo oo 1S Panolsky, " Roats of the wed essentiallu to the completion of lavchers aireud .
Slr'urrum Aems R:{a el ._\n.-l_vwmlu und lunoranee.” Bul- started. ACtual pumber’” refors to oricial estiraates
jetin of the Atomic Scienusts, June 1971, o0 15, made after the WCBM's were deployed,
12.
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tual reality. In the case of the bombir. wo !
continued to believe that the Russians x e

E 5 = 2w going to phase them down and mos. wiis:
Té:/‘,'ﬁ z tically in the case of the medivm bow e |
s g E z o but the Sovicts never came dowa 10 v ” ex-
j_o:“ég j pectations. Tables 1 and 2 sum up cone x
V3w aE E principal results. Out of 51 predictio ot
52D g;’« '_g - g Pt i low end of the range rmecer cxs:‘s:cdcd e ac- ;
ffé{g% E D ' | lual;dt}(){c. mealn bct.Wc'en 5tilct'h:gh 0:1:(‘ i:);: :
Nov o5 & exceeded it only twice in 51 times: our taghs ¢ P
Eﬁgjr}: ‘E - reached reality only ninc times! Horily a ;
9:"—:3 g f record of overestimation, Moreover, ther ra- | .
¢ gL E : tios of predicted-to-actual future vaiues of | ¥
S‘Z 51 " the Soviet strategic force in operation .- play * B
L S T S —— the fact that the underestimates were very 5
oo substantial and that even the average o the i
" highs was under the reality. Analy-i» also a ‘
L o & o, makes it evident that there was no sysmn.uic { i
@~ 'E n e, learning from- the past as informatien ac-
:;J 3 o " ! ‘\\-’\ cumulated. _
5 gf 3 - :' . In fact, since the estimates showan l’(.‘(\ff £
‘gi _'% g A Y to the cumulative number of sirategic v.c]n-
~ 552 g™ N cles in operation at future dates, and since
255y A b A I S later predictions were based on more - <ten-
?,p'_fmﬁ E ‘\i B sive knowledge of what was already de-
%D S -,g, e N ployed or at least started in coastruction at
237 R e the time of the prediction, the degree ¢i bias
Eag  © - P can be made even plainer. . U -
(% g o e Patnrerms e e R First, our means of acquiring mform_mo_n . 8
© improved greatly over the period. Secord, in ¢ :

° N " A —
§MI A% 48 &% KA AT AR a7 0t Cr o7

Predictions exclude short-terny estimates that are limit-

ed essentially to the completion of launchers alrecdy
stacted.

ceeds reality, it will be apparent that even
the high end of the range seldom did that,
and then only at the start of the pertod—
and even then just barely. For 1€BM's, the
“highs™ reached as high as reality only twice
in 11 times. The prediction made in 1965
1s quite typical. Figures 2 and 3 illustrate
analogousty . tygical long-run predictions of
future Soviet submarine-faunched missiles
deployed and future Soviet bomber deploy-
ments. Thenuddle of the predicted range of
the number of sub-launched mussiles de-
ployed was about three-fourths of the even-

14.
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later years a much larger proportion «f the :
cumulative total in operation was alrexdy 10 :
operation at the tinie predictions were nade. |
And third, we had information not onlyg
abolit ‘the number of launchees compicted ;
and in operation (displayed in the -ising !
curves of Soviet ICBM and SL8M lauachers) §
but also about the substantial numtirs of
launchers that had been started but na: com-
pleted at the time a prediction was nade.
We knew that ICBAYs started would z:eral-
ly be completed, say, in about a year-ind-a-:
half, and submarine-based missile launchers:
in about two-and-a-half years, but n anvi
case well before the dates in our lsagz-ran.
predictions. In fact, estimates »f the *ns‘xl-i
launchers already started that were «x cied
‘to be completed by a given time au‘:rageu,f

-
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at the mud-range. only 3 percent pelow 3¢

‘ ¥ B
< -z
‘ *‘g’\ %éf E :r;‘_ E actual ‘numbcr for'l(tBM’s and 2_ peiorat
231 ) =al above 1t for submannc-!aunchcq nnssx‘lm I
95 = . _ . we make a rough adjustment for this f.ct
E S L:E =0 a > on the one hand and on the other a't-w
,3 2 Fsr < = - cgenerously) for a seven-month dela: in
g '; =3 xquiring and processing information by tae ¢ 3
6_; = 5_} .S ;‘3 date predictions were made, the degres of ‘
7;;:‘;’ g s s s undcrstate.mcnt will be more apparent n
o § & g cffect, an increment in the force in operst.on , ‘
. < . f 3 ; e ; or under construction was being prediztzd. 2
:'9: g - e ° <@ That increment should be compared wich ¢ .
= 'gé the actual amount newly started and ccrm-
%3 p R s S § pleted in the cnsuing interval. The figures - £
e& i o = 2 in parentheses on Table 2 do that. Thay 5
i g 5_5, ~ ~ ~ show that t_he actual change augraqed Riee Z
O a = n ~ 2 times the mid-range of the predicted chinge 3
8= ~ = S S for 1ICBM's and double for sub-laurchad
é £ . misstles. { ‘
. 5 u - p How explain this systematic underzuii-
%‘3:5 %’ k‘3?.;;:- 2 mate over so extended a period? And how
@ 2y 5e -g-fé explain what seems even more startling the
s o =5 T4 long-term peaceful coexistence of such s.s-
tematic understatement with the penera i-2d
. B B . claim by exponents of the doctrine of ar -x-
~ E % % :’\6 :‘gﬁ p!oFling arms race that the United State: ia-
5 o ~ o gg \'A{labl)' o.ueresttmatcs? The first guesticn 1s
é‘, . _ . - ‘;‘ J.hr‘tle easier. For one thing, long-range riec-
23 - - - £l dictions are inevitably a hard and unce-tain
..§ =] o S & 53_%' task. Errors are only to be expected and ua- - ;
o . - - - - E] £ less heavily entrenched in dogma) when :hay : ,—
:E‘ S - :6‘ g ;“6 2% are publicly exposed, as in the “‘missile g2+, =
(0 E =& = —_ ~ ‘:\%_ the spectacle encourages a swing to the o3- %
E'g. i: - - - é‘a posite cxtrcr'ne. In fact, the overestimation 3
~ ?,d 2%; S5 %‘ ;‘;g‘f after Sputnik of ICBM deplo?'men:s st f : o
é S-:’-}) 3= = - " E?i reacted to an carher‘ underestimate gf e :?;
i "_—;' |5 - - —~ -~ F § date avt which ic Soviets could test rh.exr first ; 3\
5 2 z - S - .EE IYJBM s. S.putmk had only underlined in pun- &
Q_“*‘g = ‘o o ~ g e !1c a previous error of undcerestimation fcund E’
w2 . £ in secret carlier in 1957 about that e g 5
=538 g E:-;; Spun'-nk. however, was spectacularly pubic | :ff:
- 3 .§'§ 3 ;g and inevitably fed a political debate arout ﬁi
SS 23 ifé £ e the ICIJI'IVC position of the United States 3:d | >
o Sy ‘?? ENEE the Soviet Union,
0 *;; g c’ﬁ § f éf:: My own view of the marter, by no maias ;
. C;U: é—il i:‘ It the symmetrical opposite of the averest iz~ .
S 3y 3 LT .
35 ;r,:, __:3: ;_5 tion theory, _has been: Qur of.ﬁcuis semz
times overestimate; and sometimes upder- ¢
17,
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estimate, and sometimes even get it right:
Sinany case neither misestimate entails ex-
panding budgets or military adventurism.
Underestimates persisted for an extraordi-
narily Tong time after the cerror of the *mis-
sile gap, fortified by an Amecrican strategic
view that Americans often attributed also
to the Soviets. (These were “projections”
in a double sense.) That view suggested that
the Soviets did not need a large expansion
of forees in order to be abla to destroy a few
American cities and therefore did rot intend
to uandertake it.?

In 1964-1965 the Soviet force was rough-
ly at the 200 1¢BM level in vogue with
“Minimum  Deterrent”  theorists.  Then
many, including McNamara, suggested thar
the Soviet Union had no intention of catch-
ing up.® In the next two years the forge
jumped to 570 at mid-year. Then it was
commonly said “Incvitably, the Soviet lead-
ers have been pressing to catch up. They
may even labor under the illusion that they
can obtain a margin of strategic superior-
ity ... (New Republic Fditorial, Nov, 18,
1967.) The January 1968 public Posture
Statement said that Soviet operational
launchers from October to October grew
from 340 to 720. (This one year increment
was nearly double the canonical 200.) How-
ever the statement opined that the Soviets
would slow down: and the classificd predic-
tion for 1972 quantified this judgment. in
theé event, the prediction fell far short of the
mark. Finally as the Soviets exceeded U.S.
missile numbers, “equality’” was said to be

PThat vrew wus moer consistently adopred by M-
Namuea. He came to use action-reaciion lunguage, und
often talhed us if the adequacy of strategic forces could
be mueasared solely (n terms of theic use to destroy
anes. Howeeer, be bedliuntly attacked the overhill the-
ory amd continued throuvh his lust Posture Statemant
toansst that we heep the obpective of limiting damuage
i cuse deteerence faded.

CFRor example, " hete 1y no irvdication thar the Soviets
are seehing to develop u streteaic nucleas force as lurge
as ours.”” Ulniercrew with Rabeer MeNamaea,” U S
News and Warld Reporr. Aped 12, teas. p. 52
This judament was held bu men with Ldle elw in
comman. o, Hedley Ball, The Control of the Arms
Race. 2nd od.. p. xxit; and Barnet vad Raskin, Aiter
Twenty Yeurs. p. 4.

18.
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all they had 1in mind. The dogma are ihe-
climate encourage underestimating aad dis-
courage its correction.

A distorting myopia followed frar the
close polemical focus of {actions in ard our
of government on the very latest incrert: 1tal
change in Soviet force dispositions sad its
implications for the current year’'s U.S rud
get. as compared to that of the preeiiag
year, Momentary pauses in Sovict constuc-
tion of launchers for one missils type. ser-
haps because of bad weather or hecaus: new
improved systems were being readied far de-
ployment, were seized on by ourtside ndvi-
sors and by unnamed “highly placed ofa-
clals” as an indication that Soviet proz:ms
were “tapering off,” “leveling off,” “siow-
ing down,” "‘petering out,” “‘grinding to a
hale.” (Sample phrases from the American
and British press, 1969 to 1972.3 S.nce
Russian weather is notoriously intempe:ate.
especially during their long winters when
our budget debates start. and sinc:, typcaiiy.
massive Soviet efforts in develepmen: 1ad
testing parallel a countercycle in €eployment.

there was plenty of room for contusior, «m-

biguity, and sclf-deception instde and out-
side the U.S. government.

As for the public view. it was orly to
be expected that statements about increased
Soviet missile deployments would be -iis-
missed with a kind of naive cynicism  { he
slickers in the Pentagon are usimg their an-
nual scare tactics in support of bigger bad-
sets. Some outside advisors protested the vov-
criment’s "' most outrageous statements azout
the alleged buildup by Russia.” Dissonant
sounds of reality were hardly audible in os-
tablishment study groups mecting in Wash-
ington, Cambridge, and New York. “he
successful attempt to save the predictions and
the dogma on which they were based is ¢aite
as instructive as the performance.of Sabbarn
Zevi's followers, a sect that manpged to sur-
vive and reinterpret a public predictior. that
the world would end in 1648 and even to
acquire new morg enthusiastic adherems: or
the Millerites who gathered new folfywers

19,
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L. predicted by March 21, 1844, Students of I
‘ the subject have observed that when predic- -
' tions fail, this may only increase fervor and : £

e v

k proselyting for the dogma that led to the
prediction. After all, it is in just such adver-
gity that a dogma needs all the recruits it
can get. In the Times, the New Republic.
the Monitor. the Scientific American, etc., _
warnings of the Pentagon’s latest ritual exag- 3
geration of the threat appear with ritual reg-
ularity and present in fuil-blown form a

f generalized doctrine that it is just such exag-
gerations that accelerate the fatal spiral.

Though holders of the dogma of regular 1
U.S. overcstimation protested excessive se-
crecy, they were protected by it. Exact quan-

S titative comparisons of past predictions with

reality take effort and would have met re-

sistance even in private; a public systematic
long-term check was impossible. However,
cnough haslong been public to undermine the
theory of regular overestimation. Open offi-
cial statements reflected classified estimates
that the Russians would not try te get as
many missiles as the United States, that they
were stopping or slowing down: and offered
cqually public figures on the actual growth
of Russian strategic forces. The contrast was
plain, or would have been, if only we had
been taking a long hard look: or even look-
ing. More important, the reality of under-
statement should” have destroyed the gen-
eralized theory of overstatement, but it didn't.

It would be unfortunate if we should
swing now from understatement to the op-
posite extreme. [t would be nice, though far

. from easy, to get it nearly right. Even if we

do, the implications for our strategic bud-
gets will by no mecans be simple. Sobcer con-

- sideration, however, will discount the threat

that invariably overestimating Soviet threats
drives us to exponential increases and the
notion -that only throwing caution to the

A winds can stop the "race.”” The threat of

K invariable overestimation is one that is plain-

ly exaggerared. .

(Concluded in FOREIGN POLICY. 16.)
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